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THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES OF THE FLATHEAD NATION
Page 1. Re: Flawed consultation process.  The National Park Service is committed to recognizing the past and present existence of American Indians in the
region and the traces of their use as an important part of the cultural environment to be preserved and interpreted.  Throughout the planning process the
National Park Service invited American Indian tribes traditionally affiliated with the greater Yellowstone area (Blackfeet, Crow, Nez Perce, Northern
Arapahoe, Northern Cheyenne, Confederated Salish and Kootenai, Shoshone-Bannock, Shoshone-Eastern Band, Assiniboine & Sioux, Cheyenne River Sioux,
Crow Creek Sioux, Flandreau Santee Sioux, Gros Ventre & Assiniboine, Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Lower Brule Sioux, Oglala Sioux, Rosebud Sioux,
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux, Spirit Lake Sioux, Standing Rock Sioux, and the Yankton Sioux) to consult, as well as to participate in a general tribal consultation
meetings.  One such meeting was held at Yellowstone National Park on May 20, 1999, during which the Winter Use Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
was discussed.  Winter use was discussed at prior meetings, and at a subsequent meeting on April 26, 2000.  The National Park Service will continue to
consult with representatives of affiliated tribes as actions resulting from this plan are implemented, to insure that their interests and concerns are adequately
addressed, as well as to develop and accomplish its future programs in a way that respects the beliefs, traditions, and other cultural values of the American
Indian tribes who have ancestral ties to the area.
Page 1. Re: Increasing winter use is not consistent with NPS goals and mandates.  There has been no legal finding through environmental analysis that
motorized use adversely impacts park resources.  The DEIS expresses the need to deal with the impacts of winter use, including motorized access, while
continuing to provide opportunities in accordance with NPS mandates.  Alternatives developed to meet this need all address issues regarding winter use.  Over
time, they are all intended to find a level of use (recreation capacity) consistent with resource needs and other visitors.  If the variety of winter uses are found
to have unacceptable impacts, management actions will be undertaken to eliminate or mitigate them.  The FEIS will provide greater detail on the amounts of
motorized use that might result from each alternative, as well as any needed mitigation.
Page 2. Re: Bison.  The fundamental purpose of an EIS is to disclose impacts of a proposed action and alternatives to it.  The possible impacts on bison for
each alternative are disclosed in the DEIS.
Page 2. Re: Moose and other ungulates.  The impacts on moose and other ungulates are disclosed in the DEIS.  The possible impacts on wildlife expressed in
the Final EIS will be considered before a final decision is made.
Page 2. Re: Proposed road plowing.  NPS is required to evaluate the impacts of existing winter recreation use on park resources.  NPS cannot do this and
eliminate the concept of plowing from the EIS.
Page 2. Re: Canada lynx and wolverines.  The impacts of winter use on lynx and wolverines are evaluated using the best available data for the park units.
Note that for a programmatic EIS and plan, information does not need to be exhaustive nor reported in voluminous detail.  Where additional information may
be needed subsequent to the decision process, NPS will indicate a need for monitoring or programmed study.
Page 2. Re: Use and wildlife impacts.  These impacts are reflected in the DEIS, pages 165-70, and in each subsequent alternative analysis.
Page 2. Re: Night use and wildlife impacts.  Prohibition of snowmobile use during late night hours, from 11 P.M. to 5 A.M. and from sunset to sunrise, are
features of various alternatives in the DEIS.  These choices will be available to the decision maker through alternatives in the FEIS.
Page 2. Re: Number of users and use.  Implementation of a recreation carrying capacity study is a requirement that would apply to all alternatives (page 23 in
the DEIS).  The FEIS will provide mitigation in some alternatives in the form of interim limits on motorized use.
Page 2. Re: Mass transit opportunities.  Alternative G would increase mass-transit opportunities, as would alternative B using the plowed road access from
West Yellowstone to Old Faithful.
Page 3. Re: Emission impacts on air quality.  The direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of snowmobile emissions are disclosed in the DEIS by alternative.
These analyses will be updated in the FEIS due to the completion of additional studies since the DEIS was published.
Page 3. Re: Impact of emissions on air quality and food and medicinal plants as cultural resources.  As stated in the discussion of air quality monitoring on
page 109, “[a]ir pollutants (primarily from nitrogen and sulfur) may be deposited on terrestrial and aquatic resources through rain, snow, cloudwater, dryfall
and gases and may affect resources such as vegetation and water chemistry.”  While the visible impacts (haze and odor) of snowmobile emissions upon air
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quality are usually short-term, depending upon the location and such environmental factors as wind, the long-term impacts of air pollutants on the environment
and human health are less well known.  Studies are underway to ascertain and understand such long-term impacts.  The studies will help identify the long-term
impacts of air pollutants on the parks’ resources, such as vegetation, and provide insight into how the traditional use of such resources by American Indians
would also be impacted The DEIS dismisses impacts on vegetation on pages 81-82.  NPS will consider this issue further and provide adequate discussion in
the FEIS.
Page 3. Re: Continued study of winter use impacts.  As a result of the FEIS and the decision, additional monitoring, adaptive management procedures (if
selected), and research needs will be identified.
Page 3. Re: Inadequate range of alternatives.  “The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-forcing devise to insure that
the policies and goals defined in the Act [NEPA] are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the Federal Government (§1502.1).”  “The range of
alternatives discussed in an [EIS] shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision maker (§1502.2 (e)).” The purpose and need for
action described in the DEIS is sufficiently broad to act as an action forcing tool.  It is within the discretion of the decision maker to set the scope of analysis.
Considering that motorized use in the Parks is an existing use, not a proposed use, it is logical to frame the purpose and need in terms that would include that
use and facilitate an incremental investigation of the impacts of that use.  To do otherwise would result in a narrow scope of analysis.  The settlement
agreement that resulted in a need to develop this EIS requires a comprehensive evaluation of winter recreation use – the presumption that only nonmotorized
use should be considered in light of policy, law, regulation and existing use, is not appropriate.

NPS takes this opportunity to further address the complexity of alternative formulation in this effort.  Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features
were made in the thousands of comments received.  A great deal of criticism was leveled at the current range of alternatives because people did not like the
way features were “mixed.”  At the same time, many people focused on features of alternatives that they liked, and features to which they were opposed.  It is
clear that for such complex issues there could be an infinite number of possible alternatives.  CEQ states that in such instances, the agency need only consider
a reasonable number of examples that cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question 1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked
Questions).  What constitutes a reasonable range depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case, where the proposal is at the discretion of the
agency.

The final selected alternative that is to be documented in a record of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such
mixing can occur as long as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the features and their effects would not fall outside the range of
alternatives disclosed in the EIS (§1505.1(e)).  A finding as to that circumstance would be entirely appropriate in the record of decision, along with the
rationale, should the selected alternative not precisely correspond with one of the “mixes” evaluated in detail.  This material needs to be explained in a new
FEIS section on the decision to be made.


